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Clear Form and Create New Project Update/Save ProjectRetrieve Existing Project

17746614 Clear All Fields

Oak Grove Village

Richard Ray

260 James St

Sullivan MO 63080

ogv@fidnet.com

Richard Ray Chariman

260 James St.

Sullvan MO 63080

573-468-4500 573-468-4501

ogv@fidnet.com

Wes Theissen

wtheissen@bfaeng.com 800-455-4751

Winsel Creek Bridge Replacement

Replace Bridge and approaches at Winsel Creek on East Springfield Road, approximately 3/4 mile North of its intersection
with MO Highway 185.



None known.

No.

Yes

Preservation <01>

Bridges(s) <30>

Roadway Improvements <80>

Bridge Reconstruction/Replacement <13>

0.10

09/2017

500.00 800.00

2013.00 2033.00

1.25 1.25

Collector <05>

3162001

38.6

Yes

No



Please attach the following items, if available.

2 2

0 0

No

N/A

35 35

10.0 12.0

0.0 2.0

20.9 24.0

None None

None None

0.0 0.0

No No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A



Yes

✔

✔

Crawford Electric Cooperative

Oak Grove Village

None known - overhead utility lines appears to be sufficeiently off roadway. Waterline crossing under the stream just to
the east of the bridge.

Consultant

Consultant

Unknown



“Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate, in
conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities, except where bicycle and
pedestrian use are not permitted….Transportation plans and projects shall provide due consideration for safety
and contiguous routes for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

5

N/A

Currently, there are no bike lanes or trails in the vicinity and no future planning to include bicycle and pedestrian traffic
in this area - population density is low - project focus is to replace a deficient bridge structure.



Project proposes to replace a structurally deficient bridge - supporting MoDOT documentation attached in
appendices.

1) Proposed Improvements consist of demolition and removal of the existng, structurally deficient bridge and
replacement with a new one.

2) The improvement addresses the transportation problems of preserving existing infrastructure and safety.

3) The improvement will preserve infrastructure by maintaining a usable transportation route in the area and
improves safety by replacing the brdge with a new structure with wider lanes and higher load rating.

4) TSM or TDM are not applicable to this project.

Bridge is listed on MoDOT listing inventory as structurally deficient with a sufficiency rating of 38.6.



GREAT STREETS 

N/A
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100.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

75.00

25.00

100.00



E. IMPROVEMENT EVALUATION CRITERIA

Select a priority condition that is based on the primary focus area of the project.  The priority condition should be
the same for each focus area on pages 9-14.

Preservation of the existing infrastructure will be achieved by managing and maintaining current roadway, bridge, transit
and intermodal assets. Check the one priority condition box, using the measures described below, that best represents the
project being considered. Attach relevant documentation, calculations, photos or additional information.  Points will be
assigned only if project will improve deficient condition and documentation of condition is provided with project
application.

Priority Condition 
                     

System Condition (describe condition and measure used) 

Road Pavement Condition 20-56 on
Scale of 100 or equivalent AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Pavement Condition less than
20 or 57-75 on scale of 100 or
equivalent AND project will
improve deficient condition.

Pavement Condition greater than 75
on Scale of 100 or equivalent AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Bridge Bridge Sufficiency Rating less
than 40 on Scale of 100 AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Bridge Sufficiency Rating of
40-79.9 on Scale of 100 AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Bridge Sufficiency Rating greater
than 80 on Scale of 100 AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Signal Project will replace equipment
older than 20 years, and equipment
is outdated, not repairable

Project will replace equipment
10 to 20 years old and not
compatible with coordinated
systems

Project will replace equipment in
good condition, as per industry
standard

Transit Project will replace equipment at
normal replacement cycle age in
FTA Circular 9030

Project will replace equipment
that is non-operational
/unreliable/beyond normal
replacement cycle age in FTA
Circular 9030

Project will replace equipment
earlier than normal replacement
cycle age in FTA Circular 9030

Port/Freight Poor condition as per standard
AND project will improve
deficient condition.

Very poor or fair condition as
per standard AND project will
improve deficient condition.

Good condition as per standard
AND project will improve deficient
condition.

Bike/Ped Average PSR rating of sidewalk 0-
1.5 (see App F or workbook for
how to rate).

Average PSR rating of
sidewalk 1.5-2.5 (see App F or
workbook for how to rate).

Average PSR rating of sidewalk
2.5-3.5 (see App F or workbook for
how to rate).

*NOTE: Only projects that propose to replace, rehabilitate, or repair a facility or equipment can receive points in this
category.  Projects that propose to construct an entirely new facility receive 0 points (N/A).  Systematic preventive
maintenance activities (i.e., activities that are part of a planned strategy or program) intended to extend the life of the
facility are eligible for funding, provided the DOT has approved the systematic strategy or program.

Road/Bridge High (5 pts)

Bridge Sufficiency Rating
Current Bridge Rating is 38.6 and project will remove and replace said structure
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SAFETY

Safety and Security in Travel will be achieved by decreasing the risk of personal injury and property damage on, in, and around
transportation facilities. Check the one priority condition box, using the measures described below, that best represents the
project being considered. Attach relevant documentation, calculations, photos or additional information..
Include a summary of police reports for crashes that occurred within the project limits including how proposed improvement to
the facility would reduce crashes.

Total number of crashes over last 3 years: 

Number of crashes by type: Fatal Serious Injury Property Damage Only

Crash Rate for the proposed project location (use formula below):
To compute crashes per million vehicle miles use the formula:

Average Number of Crashes per year over last 3 years X 1,000,000    = Crash Rate
Average Daily Traffic X 365 X length of project in miles

Priority Condition

System Condition / Problem Addressed

Road/
Intersection

Crash rate per million vehicle
miles is 6.0 or higher AND
project addresses specific safety
issues(s)related to crashes * OR
improves problems identified in
road safety audit OR addresses
fatal/serious injury crash(es)

Crash rate per million vehicle miles
is 3.0 to 5.9 AND project addresses
specific safety issues(s)related to
crashes *

Accident rate per million vehicle
miles is less than 3.0 AND
project addresses specific safety
issue(s)*

Bridge Bridge sufficiency rating less
than 20 on scale of 100 AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Bridge sufficiency rating 20-49.9 on
scale of 100 AND project will
improve deficient condition.

Bridge sufficiency rating greater
than 50 on scale of 100 AND
project will improve deficient
condition.

Transit/Other Poor condition as per standard
AND project addresses specific
safety or security issues (e.g.,
improves security for facility
users, addresses bicycle or
pedestrian safety concerns, etc.)

Fair condition as per standard AND
project addresses specific safety or
security issues (e.g., improves
security for facility users, addresses
bicycle or pedestrian safety
concerns, etc.)

Good condition as per standard
AND project addresses specific
safety or security issues (e.g.,
improves security for facility
users, addresses bicycle or
pedestrian safety concerns, etc.)

Bike/Ped New bike/ped facility: 
Sidewalks on both side of road
(at least 5’ wide) or dedicated
multi-use path (at least 10’
wide)

New bike/ped facility:  Sidewalk on
one side of road (at least 5’ wide) or
on-road bike lane OR new bike/ped
facility:  Sidewalks on both side of
road (4’ to 5’ wide) or dedicated
multi-use path (8’-10’ wide)

Improvements to existing
facility or shared lane traffic
markers

* e.g., paved shoulder, new pedestrian or bicycle facility, revisions to horizontal or vertical alignment, intersection
improvements, guardrail or median barrier.

Bridge Medium (3 pts)

Bridge Sufficiency Rating between 20-49.9% and project will remove deficient conditions - project also proposes to add safety
guardrail improvements at bridge approaches



CONGESTION

Congestion Management will be achieved by ensuring that congestion of the region’s roadways does not reach levels which
compromise economic competitiveness. Check the one priority condition box, using the measures described below, that best
represents the project being considered. Attach relevant documentation, calculations, photos  or additional information.

Does this project increase capacity for Single-Occupant Vehicles (SOV)?

If yes, an evaluation of the impact to SOV capacity* of reasonable demand strategies that fit in the corridor must be
completed.  This evaluation must follow the framework of the St. Louis Region Congestion Management Process
Mitigation Handbook and included with the application.  See Section VI (page 12 of workbook) for more information.

Priority Condition

System Condition (describe condition and measure used) 

Road/Bridge
Intersection

Level of Service E or F AND
project includes features to
increase vehicle mobility (e.g.,
ITS features, traffic signal
coordination, turn lane,
intersection improvements) 

Level of Service D AND
project includes features to
increase vehicle mobility (e.g.,
ITS features, traffic signal
coordination, turn lane,
intersection improvements) 

Level of Service A, B or C AND
project includes features to
increase vehicle mobility (e.g.,
ITS features, traffic signal
coordination, turn lane,
intersection improvements) 

Transit Introduction of peak-hour transit
service in a new market

Expansion of peak-hour transit
service or new transit facility in
an existing market

Improved transit facility

Education,
Rideshare
and/or Bike-Ped 

Program intended to encourage
use of other modes or alternatives
(e.g., transit, ridesharing,
carpooling)

New pedestrian or bicycle
facility (non-recreational)

Improved pedestrian or bicycle
facility (non-recreational)

Note:
--Calculate Level of Service (LOS) per method outlined in the , Transportation Research
Board, National Research Council, Washington, D.C. 2000.
--If the project is a bicycle/pedestrian or transit improvement designed primarily to relieve parallel corridor
(roadway) congestion - indicate peak average corresponding roadway LOS.
– Projects must comply with the Regional ITS Standards set forth in the document titled 

, April 2005

*A study is required if the project proposes to add one or more lanes for a length of at least 1 mile (or the entire distance
between major intersections) on a roadway functionally classified as an arterial or above.

No

N/A



ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY MEASURES
Priority Condition

High (5 pts)

Oak Grove Village is listed on the East West Gateway's disadvantaged community listing and bridge route provides
access for elderly residents living in the assisted living care facility less than 1/4 mile from the bridge location.



*Major activity center = major employer, hospital or medical center, college or university, major retail center, airport, or
other regional draw of population/employment.

Yes

City of Sullivan planning and zoning map

Medium (3 pts)

Improvements to the bridge are important to the Village of Oak Grove and the neighboring community of Sullivan:

The City of Sullivan maintains a waste water treatment facility and there is industrial development occuring within 1/2
mile of this bridge.

Sullivan's school district travels this route with school busses for transferring students.

The entrance drive to an assisted living care facility for the elderly is 400 feet to the North of this bridge and provides the
quickest route for medical care.



10.00

Road-Truck Medium (3 pts)

Improvements improve load capacity of the bridge.



2015 2016 2017

0.00 90000.00 0.00 90000.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 384264.00 384264.00

0.00 0.00 30000.00 30000.00

0.00 0.00 414264.00 414264.00

0.00 90000.00 414264.00 504264.00

2015 2016 2017

0.00 72000.00 331411.00 403411.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CASH

0.00 18000.00 82853.00 100853.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 90000.00 414264.00 504264.00
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06/2015 06/2015 1.0

06/2015 08/2015 3.0

09/2015 10/2015 2.0

10/2015 2/2016 5.0

10/2015 3/2016 6.0

4/2016 5/2016 2.0

10/2015 3/2016 6.0

4/2016 5/2016 2.0

4/2016 5/2016 2.0

6/2016 9/2016 4.0

10/2015 9/2016 12.0

6/2016 9/2016 4.0

9/2016 10/2016 2.0

10/2016 11/2016 2.0

12/2016 9/2017 10.0

















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cost Estimate 
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Winsel Creek Bridge Cost Estimate      
       
ITEM (UNIT)        QTY   UNIT COST    TOTAL  

Bridge Construction Costs (per KDG estimate)      $  313,414.00 

        
Roadway Approaches       
 8" base (SY)    500   $            8.00    $      4,000.00  

  4" asphalt base (TON)  110   $          75.00    $      8,250.00  

  2" asphalt surface (TON)  55   $          80.00    $      4,400.00  

  Guardrail  (LF)    120   $          35.00    $      4,200.00  

  Misc Striping, grading, seeding (LS)  1   $  10,000.00    $    10,000.00 

Mobilization     1   $  20,000.00    $    20,000.00 

Detour signage     1   $  10,000.00    $    10,000.00 

Roadway removals     1   $  10,000.00    $    10,000.00 

        
Construction total        $  384,264.00 

        
Engineering        $    90,000.00 

Construction Engineering       $    30,000.00 

        
       
Total         $  504,264.00 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



     
    December 5, 2013 
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Site Photos 
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MoDOT Reports 
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Missouri Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory and Inspection System
Non-State Structure Inspection Report

January 15, 2014

 4:43:19pm

County : FRANKLIN Class : Design No. : Federal ID :  21646NONSTATBR 3162001   

[5D] Route : 00000

[4] Place Code : 74644

[6] Features Intersected : WINSEL CR

[7] Facility Carried : S SERVICE RD

[41] Structure Status :

[9] Location :

[22] Owner :

[26] Functional Classification : UMAJCOL

MODOT

S 4   T 40   R 2   W

A-OPEN

[21] Maintenance Responsibility : CITY

UNION

[16] Latitude :

[17] Longitude : 

38 13 58.52 (DMS)

91 8 48.57 (DMS)

AGE AND SERVICE - GEOMETRIC DATA - MATERIAL

[27] Year Built :

[49] Structure Length :

[32] Approach Roadway Width :

 1922

43 FT.

20 FT.  0 IN.

[106] Year Reconstructed :

[51] Bridge Width :

[52] Deck Width :

21 FT.  1.2 IN.

23 FT.  1.2 IN.

COMPONENTS MATERIAL CONSTRUCTION

[43] Main series :

[44] Approach Series :

[107] Deck Type :

[108A] Wearing Surface :

[108B] Membrane :

[108C] Deck Protection :

REINCONC DECGIR

REINCONC CIP

ASPHALT

NOTAPPLIC

NOTAPPLIC

BITUMMAT

NONE

NONE

# OF SPANS

1

AADT INFORMATION

[29] ADT on Structure :  500 [30] Year :  2013 [109] AADT Truck : 10 %

STRUCTURE POSTING

FIELD POSTING

Category : 

Ton 1 : Ton 2 : Ton 3 :  20

S-3 WEIGHT LIMIT  20  TONS.

APPROVED POSTING

Category : 

Ton 1 : Ton 2 : Ton 3 : 

S-1 NO POSTING REQUIRED

Problem Code : Problem Direction Code : 

STRUCTURE GENERAL INSPECTION

Organizational AffiliationID No.Inspector

MATTHEW GEIGER (NON) MODOT0624 MODOT

[90] Inspection Type Inspection Date [91] Frequency

3/4/2013  24GENERAL

STRUCTURE OTHER INSPECTION

Type Category Date Freq PIN NBI

UNDERWATER DRY 3/4/2013  24 N

Page 1
This report contains information that is protected from disclosure by federal law, 23 USC Section 409 and the Missouri Open records Law (Sunshine Act), Section 610.021 RSMo.  Please review MoDOT's policy and procedure 

manual on the Sunshine Act before releasing any of the information contained herein.

Design_No = 3162001 



Missouri Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory and Inspection System
Non-State Structure Inspection Report

January 15, 2014

 4:43:19pm

County : FRANKLIN Class : Design No. : Federal ID :  21646NONSTATBR 3162001   

STRUCTURE RATING

3/1/2002[69] Underclearance : N-NOT APPLICABLE

[68] Deck Geometry : 3-BASICALLY INTOL CORRECT 3/1/2002

Deficiency : STRUCTURAL 3/1/2002

Sufficiency Rating : 3/1/2002

[67] Structure Evaluation : 4-MEETS MINIMUM TOLERABLE 3/1/2002

Type of Scour Evaluation OBSERVED

[113] Scour Assessment ** : 8-STABLE FOR CALCULATED 3/1/2002
[72] Approach Roadway Alignment : 6-SATISFACTORY 3/1/2002

[71] Waterway Adequacy : DECK ABOVE FLOOD ELEV 3/1/2002

0 DOESNT MEET CURRNT STND 3/1/2002[36D] Rail End Treatment :

[36C] Approach Railing : 0 DOESNT MEET CURRNT STND 3/1/2002

[36B] Transitions Railing : 0 DOESNT MEET CURRNT STND 3/1/2002
[36A] Bridge Railing : 0 DOESNT MEET CURRNT STND 3/1/2002

[62] Culverts **: N-NOT APPLICABLE 3/1/2002
[61] Channel Protection : 7-MINOR DAMAGE 3/1/2002

[60] Substructure ** : 5-FAIR CONDITION 3/1/2002

[59] Superstructure ** : 4-POOR CONDITION 3/1/2002
[58] Deck : 4-POOR CONDITION 3/1/2002

** If RATING lowered to a 3, forward rating info and photos to Bridge Division 

38.60 % 

COMMENTS

General Comments :  OLD STATE BRIDGE #F-313 CITY OF OAK GROVE VILLAGE OWNS BRIDGE; 2" OVERLAY 2000               OAK 

GROVE VILLAGE DISPUTES OWNERSHIP OF THIS STRUCTURE.  THEY CLAIM LAWSUITS NEVER APPROVED 

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP AND THAT MODOT STILL OWNS STRUCTURE.

Deck Rating Comments : HEAVILY SATURATED THROUGH OUT. NEW 2" OR 3" O'LAY IN 2000.

Superstructure Comments : HEAVY LEACHING, DIAPHRAGMS CRACKED

DETERIORATION HEAVILY SATURATED THRU OUT.  RANDOM CRACKING THRU OUT

75 - 80% SATURATION

HEAVY EFFL W/ STALAGTITES THRU

Substructure Comments : ABUTMENTS CRACKED AND HEAVY LEACHING, SPALLED; MOD SPALLS @ E ABUT CORNER

DELAMS. OF ABUT WALL @ BEARING LOCATIONS

Channel Protection Comments :

Culvert Comments :

Bridge Railing Comments :

Transition Railing Comments :

Approach Railing Comments :

Rail End Treatment Comments :

Water Adequacy Comments :

Approach Roadway Comments :

Scour Assessment Comments :

Work Comments : CITY OF OAK GROVE VILLAGE OWNS BRIDGE.               PATCH SPALLS (SUBSTR. REHAB)               NEEDS NEW 

DECK & SUPERSTRUCTURE               REPLACE BRIDGE

Page 2
This report contains information that is protected from disclosure by federal law, 23 USC Section 409 and the Missouri Open records Law (Sunshine Act), Section 610.021 RSMo.  Please review MoDOT's policy and procedure 

manual on the Sunshine Act before releasing any of the information contained herein.

Design_No = 3162001 



Missouri Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory and Inspection System

Structural Inventory & Appraisal Sheet

COUNTY : BRIDGE NO. REVIEW STATUS :

January 15, 2014

 4:45:35pm

FRANKLIN APPROVED NBI STATUS : T

ROUTE CARRIED 'ON' STRUCTRECORD TYPE : RUN DATE : 9/17/2013 SUBMITTAL YEAR :  2013

3162001 

GENERAL STRUCTURE INFORMATION

1 State MISSOURI

2 District

3 County FRANKLIN

8 Federal ID No. 21646

27  1922Year Built

106 Year Reconstructed

42A HIGHWAYType of Service On

21

STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY

CITY OR MUNICIPAL HWY AGY

Structure Owner

Structure Maintenance

22

37 Historical Significance HISTORICAL SIGNIF UNKNWN

33 Br. Median Code NO MEDIAN

101 Parallel Struc Desg NONE EXISTS

103 NOT TEMPORARYTemporary Structure

112 NBIS Bridge Length YES

ROUTE DESIGNATION INFORMATION

5A Record Type ROUTE CARRIED 'ON' STRUCT

CST

MAINLINE

00000

NOT APPLICABLE

5B Route Signing Prefix

5C Designated Level of Service

5D Route Number

5E Directional Suffix

7 Facility Carried S SERVICE RD

12 Base Hwy. Network

13A

13B

LRS Inventory Route No.

Subroute No.

Functional Classification

Toll Status ON FREE ROAD

17-URBAN COLLECTOR

20

26

28A

100

104

Lanes on Structure

STRAHNET Designation RTE NOT A DEFENSE HWY

National Highway System NOT ON NHS

105

110 Designated Nat. Network NO

Federal Lands Highway NOT APPLICABLE

NO

02

 0

SL

STRUCTURE LOCATION INFORMATION

4

9

11

16

17

Place

Location

Milepoint

Latitude

Longitude

UNION

S 4 T 40 N R 2 W

38 D  13 M  59 S 

91 D  8 M  49 S 

29

30

102

109

114

115

AADT

AADT Year

Direction of Traffic 2-WAY TRAFFIC

AADT Truck Percent

Future AADT

Future AADT Year

 800

STRUCTURE TRAFFIC INFORMATION

Code 74644 2013

10%

2033

0.10 miles

 500

UNDERRECORD INFORMATION STRUCTURE GEOMETRIC INFORMATION

6

42B

28B

54A

54B

55A

55B

56

38

39

40

111

116

10

19

32

34

35

47

48

49

50B

51

52

53

50A

Features Intersected WINSEL CR Inventory Rte. Vert. Clear 99 Ft. 99 In.

By pass Detour Length 6.25 milesType of Service Under WATERWAY

Lanes Under Structure Approach Roadway Width 20 Ft. 0 In.

Vert. Clearance Ref. 

0 Ft. 0 In.

Skew 0.00 Degrees

Vert. Clearance Struct. Flared

99 Ft. 99 In.Vert.Clearance Over Deck

22 Ft. 12 In.Deck Width (Out-Out)

20 Ft. 12 In.Curb to Curb Br. Width 

0 Ft. 0 In.

0 Ft. 0 In.Left Curb/Sidewalk Width

42 Ft. 12 In.Structure Length

40 Ft. 0 In.Maximum Span Length

20 Ft. 12 In.Total Horiz. Clear

NO

N/A

0 Ft. 0 In.

0 Ft. 0 In.

Navigation Control

Nav. Cl. Vert. Clear

Nav. Pier Protection

0 Ft. 0 In.Nav Horizontal Clear

0 Ft. 0 In.Nav Vertical Clear

PERMIT NOT REQ

Rt. Lat Clear Ref.

Rt. Lat Clearance

Left Lat Clearance

Right Curb/Sidewalk Width

N/A

00

Page: 1

This report contains information that is protected from disclosure by federal law, 23 USC Section 409 and the Missouri Open Records Law (Sunshine Act), Section 

610.021 RSMo.  Please review MoDOT's policy and procedure manual on the Sunshine Act before releasing any of the information contained herein.
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Missouri Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory and Inspection System

Structural Inventory & Appraisal Sheet

COUNTY : BRIDGE NO. REVIEW STATUS :

January 15, 2014

 4:45:35pm

FRANKLIN APPROVED NBI STATUS : T

ROUTE CARRIED 'ON' STRUCTRECORD TYPE : RUN DATE : 9/17/2013 SUBMITTAL YEAR :  2013

3162001 

LOAD RATING AND POSTING INFORMATION MATERIAL/CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

31

41

63

64

65

66

70

Design Load

Inventory Rating

Operating Rating

OPEN NO RESTRICTIONSStructure Status

OTHER OR UNKNOWN

Oper. Rating Meth. LOAD FACTOR

LOAD FACTORInventory Rating Meth

Bridge Posting Code =>LEGAL LOADS

43A

43B

45

44A

44B

46

107

108A

108B

108C

Wear Surf Mat/Constr. 6 BITUMINOUS

Membrane Mat/Constr. 0 NONE

Deck Protect Mat/Constr. 0 NONE

Main Struc. Mat type CONCRETE

Main struc Constr. Type TEE BEAM

# of Main Spans  1

Appr Struc. Mat type

Appr Struc. Cnstr. type

# of Approach Span  0

Deck Mat/Constr. 1 CONCRETE CIP

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT INFORMATION

Sufficiency Rating

Deficiency Rating

Funding Eligibility CONDITION RATING INFORMATION

58

59

60

61

62

Deck Cond. Rating

N

7

5

4

4

Culvert Cond. Rating

Channel /Channel Protection Cond. Rating

Substructure Cond. Rating

Superstructure Cond. Rating

75A

75B

76

94

95

96

97

Proposed Work

Work Done By

New Struc Length

Struc Improve Cost

Roadway Improve Cost

Total Project Cost

Year of Cost Estimates

REPLACEMENT SUBSTND LOAD

Contract

65 Ft. 7 In.

$ 217,000

$ 21,000

 2013

$ 326,000
INSPECTION INFORMATION

90

91

92A

93A

92B

93B

92C

93C

Gen. Insp Date

Gen. Insp. Frequency

Frac. Critical Insp. Dat

Frac. Critical Insp. Date

Underwater Inspection

Underwater Insp. Date

Special Inspection

Special Inspection Date

APPRAISAL RATING INFORMATION Months 24

Months

Months

Months

36A

36B

36C

36D

67

68

69

71

72

113

BORDER BRIDGE INFORMATION

98

98B

99

Neighboring State Code

Neighboring State % Respon

Neighboring State Struc. No.

Br. Rail App. Rating

Transition Rail App. Rating

Approach Rail App. Rating

Rail End Treat. App. Rating

Struc Eval App. Rating

Deck Geometry App. Rating

Underclearance App. Rating

Waterway Adeq. App. Rating

Approach Road App. Rating

Scour Assess  App. Rating

DOES NOT MEET ACCEPT STND

8

6

DOES NOT MEET ACCEPT STND

DOES NOT MEET ACCEPT STND

DOES NOT MEET ACCEPT STND

4

3

N

8

FIELD POSTING INFORMATIONAPPROVED POSTING INFORMATION

Approved Posting Categor

Tonnage Values for Posting Sign

Ton1 Ton2 Ton3

General Text for Posting Sign

Field Posting Category

Ton1 Ton2 Ton3

Tonnage Values for Posting Sign

General Text for Posting Sign

N

N

N

 38.6 Percent

FULL

STRUCTURAL

S-1 S-3

 20

NO POSTING REQUIRED WEIGHT LIMIT  20  TONS.

3 / 13

000

000

24 Tons. 

40 Tons. 

Page: 2

This report contains information that is protected from disclosure by federal law, 23 USC Section 409 and the Missouri Open Records Law (Sunshine Act), Section 

610.021 RSMo.  Please review MoDOT's policy and procedure manual on the Sunshine Act before releasing any of the information contained herein.

Design_No = 3162001  and Inventory_Appraisal_Submittal_Year = 2013 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
 
 
 

Letters of Support 
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Oak Grove Village Title VI 
Information 
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Operations & Maintenance Form 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 
 
 

City of Sullivan Zoning Map 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H 
 
 
 

East-West Gateway Disadvantaged 
Communities Information 



Appendix F – Access to Opportunity Disadvantaged Community 

For scoring purposes in the STP‐S application, a disadvantaged community is defined as any community 

within the region in which the unemployment rate is 50% higher than the region as a whole (2010 

metropolitan rate = 10% or in which 10 percent or more of the households headed by an adult have no 

private vehicle.  The following pages include a map and table of the disadvantaged communities.  US 

Census Designated Places were used as a basis for the map and table.  The table only shows the 

communities with 10% or more with no vehicle.  Only one community had an unemployment rate higher 

than 50%, but it also met the no vehicle criteria. 
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Place Name County Percent Zero 
Car 

Households
Wellston city St. Louis County 33%
Brooklyn village St. Clair County 31%
Kinloch city St. Louis County 30%
Hillsdale village St. Louis County 30%
Normandy city St. Louis County 29%
Bel-Ridge village St. Louis County 26%
East St. Louis city St. Clair County 25%
Kimmswick city Jefferson County 25%
Pine Lawn city St. Louis County 23%
Venice city Madison County 23%
Centreville city St. Clair County 22%
St. Louis city St. Louis City 22%
Riverview village St. Louis County 21%
Alorton village St. Clair County 21%
Washington Park 
village

St. Clair County 20%

Defiance CDP St. Charles County 19%
Maplewood city St. Louis County 19%
St. Clair city Franklin County 18%
Lebanon city St. Clair County 17%
Jennings city St. Louis County 16%
Spanish Lake CDP St. Louis County 16%
Glasgow Village CDP St. Louis County 16%
Flordell Hills city St. Louis County 16%
St. Ann city St. Louis County 15%
Velda City city St. Louis County 14%
Norwood Court town St. Louis County 14%
Beverly Hills city St. Louis County 14%
University City city St. Louis County 14%
Oak Grove Village 
village

Franklin County 14%

Country Club Hills city St. Louis County 13%

Castle Point CDP St. Louis County 13%
Ferguson city St. Louis County 13%
De Soto city Jefferson County 13%
Pagedale city St. Louis County 13%
Madison city Madison County 12%
East Alton village Madison County 11%
Vinita Park city St. Louis County 11%
Leslie village Franklin County 11%
Shrewsbury city St. Louis County 10%
Woodson Terrace city St. Louis County 10%
Edmundson city St. Louis County 10%
Berkeley city St. Louis County 10%
Northwoods city St. Louis County 10%
Crystal City city Jefferson County 10%

wtheissen
Oval
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